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On August 19, 1919, the defendant having failed to appear, the $25 collateral
that had theretofore been deposited by him to insure his appearance was ordered
forfeited by the court.

E. D. BarnL, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

7G18. Adulteration of milik. U. S. * * * v, Winfield E. Overton. Col-
lateral of $100 forfeited. (F. & D. No. 508-c.)

On August 19, 1919, the United States attorney for the District of Columbia,
acting upon a report by the Health Officer of said District, filed in the Police
Court of the District aforesaid an information against Winfield E. Overton,
Colesville, Md., alleging the shipment by said defendant, in violation of the
Tood and Drugs Act, on August 13, 1919, from the State of Maryland into the
District of Columbia, of a quantity of milk which was adulterated.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the information for the reason that
it consisted in whole or in part of a filthy, decomposed, and putrid animal sub-
stance.

On August 19, 1919, the defendant having failed to appear, the $100 col-
lateral that liad theretofore been. -deposited by him to insure his appearance
was ordered forfeited by the court.

E. D. BArr, Acting Sceretary of Agriculture.

7619. Adulteraticon of cottonseed meal. U. 8 * * * v, GO0 Sacis of Cot-
tonseed Meanl. Consent-decree of condemnation and forfeiture.
Product ordered released on bound, (I & D. No, 510-c.)

On April 30, 1919, the United States attorney for the District of Massachu-
getts, acting upon a report by the director of the Massachusetts Agricultural
Iixperiment Station, Amherst, filed in the District Court of the United States
for said district a libel for the seizure and condemnation of 630 sacks of cotton-
seed meal, remaining unsold in the original unbroken packages at Waltham,
Mass., alleging that the article had been shipped by K. Crosby & Co., Brattle-
boro, Vt., and transported from the State of Vermont into the State of Massa-
chusetts, and charging adulteration in violation of the Food and Drugs Act.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that it
contained a substance low in protein which had been substituted wholly or in
part for the article, and for the further reascn that a substance low in protein
had been mixed and packed therewith so as to reduce and lower and injuriously
affect its quality and strength.

On June 10, 1919, Lyle & Lyle, Huntsville, Ala., claimants, having consented
to a degree, and filed a good and sufficient bond in conformity with section 10
of the act, judgment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was
ordered by the court that the product be released to said claimant upon the
payment of the costs of the proceedings and upon labeling the product, ¢ Pro-
tein 32% Cottonseed Meal with Added Hulls.”

L. D. BaLL, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

7620, Adulteration of Molleits B Fecd Meal White and Kolletts B Feed

Meal Yellow. U, 8, * * * vy, 200 Bags of Molletts I ¥eed DlMeal

White and 400 Bags of BMMolletts B ¥Yeed Méal Yellow. Consent

decrees of condemnation and forfeiture. Products ordered we-
leased on bond. (F. & D. No. 509-c.)

On or about July 12, 1919, the United States attorney for the Eastern Dis-

trict of Virginia, acting upon a report by the Dairy and Food Commissioner of

the State of Virginia, filed in the District Court of the United States for said
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district libels praying the seizure and condemnation of 200 bags of Molletts B
Feed Meal White and 400 bags of Molletts B I'eed Meal Yellow, remaining unsold
in the original unbroken packages at Newport News, Va., alleging that the
articles had been shipped on or about Oclober 3, 1918, by the Lake Erie Milling
Co., Toledo, Ohio, and transported from the State of Ohio into the State of Vir-
ginia, and charging adulteration in violation of the Food and Drugs Act.

Adulteration of the article in each case was alleged in the-libels for the rea-
son that a certain substance, to wit, ground corn cob, had been mixed and packed
therewith so as to reduce or lewer or injuriously affect its quality or strength,
and had been substituted wholly or in part for the article.

On or about August 6, 1919, the said Lake Erie Milling Co., claimant, having:
consented to the entry of decrees, judgments of condemnation and forfeiture
were entered, and it was ordered by the court that the product be released to
said claimant upon the payment of the costs of the proceedings and the execu-
tion of bonds in the aggregate sum of $3,000, in conformity with section 10 of
the act.

E. D. Bavy, Acling Sceretary of Agriculture.

7621. Misbranding of Estrellita Brand Pure Refined Vegetable 0il Com~-
pounded with Pure Olive Qil. U. 8§, * % * v, Massolo 0il Co.,
corporation. Plea of guilty. ¥Fine, $25. (F. & D. No. 11345, I. S.
No. 16242-r.)

On February 19, 1920, the United States attorney for the Southern District
of New York, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district an information against the
Massolo Oil Co., a corporation, New York, N. Y., alleging shipment by said com-
pany, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, as amended, on September 21,
1918, from the State of New York into the State of Florida, of a quantity of
an article, labeled in part “ Estrellita Brand Pure Refined Vegetable Oil Com-
pounded with Pure QOlive Oil for Salad and Cooking,” which was misbranded.

Analysis of a sample of the article made in the Bureau of Chemistry of this
department showed the product to consist largely of cottonseed and peanut oils
and to be short volume.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in ihe information for the reason that
the statements borne on the label, to wit, “ Vegetable Oil Compounded with Pure
Olive Oil ” and “ One Gallon Net,” were false and misleading in that they repre-
sented to purchasers of the article that same was compounded with olive oil in
an appreciable proporiion, and that each can contained not less than 1 gallon
of the article, and for the further reason that it was labeled as aforesaid so
as to deceive and mislead the purchasers into the belief that it was compounded
with olive oil in an appreciable proportion, and that each can thereof contained
not less than 1 gallon of the article, whereas, in fact and in truth, it was not
compounded with an appreciable proportion of olive oil, and each can did not
contain 1 gallon thereof. Misbranding of the article was alleged for the further
reason that it was focd in package form, and the quantity of the contents thereof
wag not marked on the outside of the package in terms of weight, measure, or
numerical count.

On March 10, 1920, the defendant company entered a plea of guilty to the
information, and the court imposed a fine of $25.

E. D. Batr, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.



